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REPLY TO ACTION OF MAY 7, 2003 



In reply to the Office Action of May 7, 2003, Applicant submits the following remarks. 

Applicant acknowledges that the Examiner has allowed claims 16-19. The remaining 
claims (1-15, 20, and 21) have been rejected for lacking novelty under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) in 
view of Fujiwara, U.S. Pat. 6,097,907 ("Fujiwara"). Applicant requests that this rejection be 
reconsidered and withdrawn for the following reasons. 

Claim 1 covers a method of making a multilayer tear tape material including a layer 
comprising thermoplastic resin and an outer layer comprising adhesive. The tear tape material is 
made by coextruding the two layers. Coextrusion involves simultaneously extruding two or 
more different materials through the same die to provide a multilayer structure. Each layer is 
formed of one of the materials. See Fig. 1 in the application and the corresponding text (p. 3, 
line 33-p. 4, line 1) for an example of coextruding a muhilayer tear tape material. Coextrusion is 
different from lamination, in which two or more previously formed layers are laminated together 
to provide a multilayer structure. 

Fujiwara forms a "sealing member*' by lamination; see col. 7, lines 62-67, where 
Fujiwara explains: 
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The sealing member X may for example be prepared by laminating the first 
substrate A and the second substrate B, and bonding the laminate A/B with the 
sealant layer D with a melted cushioning layer C to form a laminate structure as 
shown in Fig. 1, which is thereafter cooled and wound up into a roll. 

Consistent with this explanation, the examples in Fujiwara are referred to as "laminate 

structures." See, e.g., col. 9, line 16 and col. 13, line 51. 

The Examiner cites col. 3, lines 60-70, col. 4, lines 47-64, col. 8, lines 57-63, and Figs. 2, 

3, and 5 of Fujiwara as support for the lack of novelty rejection. However, none of these 

passages or figures describes a coextrusion process. !n fact, Fujiv/ara at no point discloses or 

otherwise suggests a coextrusion process. Fujiwara only describes multilayer structures prepared 

by lamination. 

A claim will lack novelty in view of a reference only if the reference discloses every 
limitation required by the claim. Thus, claim 1 is novel in view of Fujiwara because Fujiwara 
does not disclose a coextrusion process. As a result, the 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) rejection of claim 1 
should be withdrawn. 

Claims 2-15 depend directly or indirectly from claim 1. Claims 2-15 also include the 
coextrusion limitation and are novel in view of Fujiwara for this reason. As a result, the 35 
U.S.C. § 102(b) rejection of claims 2-15 also should be withdrawn. 

Claim 20 is a method claim directed to a different aspect of the invention. More 
specifically, claim 20 covers a method "of embossing indicia on thermoplastic resin tear tape as 
it is adhered to thermoplastic resin packaging material." The method uses "an anvil roll having 
indicia representative of information formed in relief in the surface of the roll." The tape and 
packaging material are heated while being passed over the anvil roll, "causing the tape and 
packaging material to deform into the indicia." Fujiwara does not disclose or suggest anything 
like this and it is unclear to applicant why the Examiner rejected claim 20, and dependent claim 
21, for lacking novelty in view of Fujiwara. Applicant requests that the 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) 
rejection be withdrawn. 

Applicant does not necessarily agree with the remaining characterizations of Fujiwara by 
the Examiner. There may be other reasons that claims 1-15, 20, and 21 are novel in view of 
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Fujiwara but it is unnecessary for applicant to discuss other reasons because the claims plainly 
are novel at least for the reasons discussed above. 

Applicant submits that the claims are in condition for allowance and such action is 
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